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Does Selective Migration Explain the Hispanic Paradox?: A
Comparative Analysis of Mexicans in the U.S. and Mexico
Georgiana Bostean
University of California, Los Angeles Cancer Prevention and Control Research 650 Charles
Young Drive South, A2-125 CHS Los Angeles, CA 90095
Abstract
Latino immigrants, particularly Mexican, have some health advantages over U.S.-born Mexicans
and Whites. Because of their lower socioeconomic status, this phenomenon has been called the
epidemiologic “Hispanic Paradox.” While cultural theories have dominated explanations for the
Paradox, the role of selective migration has been inadequately addressed. This study is among the
few to combine Mexican and U.S. data to examine health selectivity in activity limitation, self-
rated health, and chronic conditions among Mexican immigrants, ages 18 and over. Drawing on
theories of selective migration, this study tested the “healthy migrant” and “salmon-bias”
hypotheses by comparing the health of Mexican immigrants in the U.S. to non-migrants in
Mexico, and to return migrants in Mexico. Results suggest that there are both healthy migrant and
salmon-bias effects in activity limitation, but not other health aspects. In fact, consistent with prior
research, immigrants are negatively selected on self-rated health. Future research should consider
the complexities of migrants’ health profiles and examine selection mechanisms alongside other
factors such as acculturation.
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Introduction
Research has identified an “immigrant health paradox” in which immigrants have better
health than the native-born, higher socioeconomic status groups in several destination
countries [1–3]. In the United States, this health paradox is best documented and strongest
among Mexicans, who are the largest Latino group, with approximately 29 million Latinos
in the U.S. being of Mexican origin [4]. Mexicans are also among the poorest and least
educated U.S. Latino groups [5]. Despite their lower average socioeconomic statuses,
Mexican immigrants have some health advantages, such as lower mortality rates, compared
to U.S.-born Mexicans, other Latinos, and Whites. Two main explanations have come to
dominate the research on this epidemiologic “Hispanic paradox” [6]: (a) Latino health is
protected by cultural factors, such as a traditional diet and familial support, that deteriorate
with acculturation, and, (b) migrants are selected by health status, with healthier people
immigrating to the U.S. and unhealthy people emigrating from the U.S. Many studies have
examined cultural explanations [7–9], finding that immigrants who have been in the U.S.
longer have worse health than recent arrivals, but less research has addressed selection
explanations.
Selective migration may shape the health profiles of U.S. Mexican immigrants through two
primary mechanisms—called the “healthy migrant” and “salmon-bias” hypotheses. First,
healthier people may be more likely to migrate [10, 11], a hypothesis called the “healthy
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migrant” effect. Immigrants are not a random cross-section of their origin countries'
populations, but rather are selected on certain characteristics, for example education [12,
13]. Yet it is unclear whether migrants are also selective in terms of their health. The second
hypothesis, called the “salmon-bias,” is that unhealthy people emigrate from the United
States, inflating the average population health of the remaining immigrants [14]. Indeed,
until the recent tightening of border security, many Mexicans engaged in circular migration,
going back-and-forth between Mexico and the United States [15], which could affect the
accuracy of health statistics.
Despite evidence suggesting that migrants may be healthier than non-migrants, few studies
have adequately examined selective migration. With a few notable exceptions [11, 16–18],
most studies that examine the Paradox or migrant health selectivity use data from the
destination country only [14, 19, 20], which cannot assess whether migrants are healthier
than the non-migrant populations they leave behind or whether return migrants are less
healthy than immigrants who stay in the destination country. To answer those questions,
data from both the origin and destination countries are necessary.
The few studies that use origin and destination data may be of limited generalizability. A
recent longitudinal study assessed whether self-rated health and several biological risk
indicators (such as blood pressure) predicted subsequent U.S. migration among Mexicans,
finding weak support for the healthy migrant hypothesis [11]. However, this study focused
on these biomarkers, which may be indicators of risk for later disease, rather than current
health conditions. Another study combined U.S. and Mexican data to examine adults ages
65 and over, finding support for the salmon-bias and healthy migrant hypotheses [21].
However, selection mechanisms may vary for younger and older adults since both the
likelihood of emigrating from Mexico, and that of returning to Mexico vary with age [15].
Most Mexican immigrants come to the U.S. as young working-age adults [22], whose
reasons for migrating are usually financial and likely quite different from those of older
adults, who may migrate to accompany family members; therefore, results from studies on
older adults may not be generalizable to younger migrants. Another study that combined
U.S. and Mexican data not only used older adult samples, but the national surveys were
completed almost a decade apart; thus, apparent differences between the migrant and non-
migrant populations could be misattributed to selective migration rather than to demographic
and health changes over the decade [16]. Thus, these studies do not adequately capture the
full, bi-national picture of migrant health selectivity.
The present study aims to fill gaps in the existing literature by combining Mexican and U.S.
data from overlapping years to examine health selection among Mexican immigrants, ages
18 and over. Activity limitations, self-rated health, and chronic conditions will be examined
among recent and longer-term Mexican immigrants in the United States, and non-migrants
and return migrants in Mexico. U.S.-born Mexicans and Whites will also be included for
comparability with previous research. These health measures are important both in assessing
whether there is a “Latino paradox” in these outcomes, and also in that they may contribute
to the Latino mortality advantage. Physical activity is associated with lower mortality [23]
and being sedentary with increased mortality [24]; thus, those who are limited in their ability
to perform moderate or vigorous physical activity are likely to be at higher risk of mortality.
Poor self-rated health is also related to mortality risk among respondents in the U.S. [25] and
other countries [26]. Finally, chronic conditions also predict mortality [27].
This study tests the following hypotheses:
“Healthy migrant” hypothesis: Mexican immigrants in the U.S. are healthier than
non-migrants in Mexico.
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“Salmon-bias” hypothesis: Return-migrants (those who migrated to the U.S. and
subsequently returned to Mexico) are less healthy than Mexican immigrants in the
U.S.
Note that these hypotheses are not competing; there may be support for either one or both.
The results from this study will shed light on the “Hispanic paradox” and ethnic health
disparities by examining whether selective migration shapes Mexicans’ health profiles.
Method
Data and Sample
The 2002 Mexican Family Life Survey (MxFLS) and the 2001–2003 U.S. National Health
Interview Survey (NHIS) were chosen based on their comparability (see Appendix A), and
the availability of immigration, health and family context measures. The MxFLS is a
nationally-representative survey of the Mexican population, with the baseline survey
administered in the year 2002 [28]. It contains information on 35,000 individuals in 8,500
households, collected from one-on-one interviews conducted in respondents' homes with all
household members ages 12 and older. The NHIS is nationally-representative of the U.S.
civilian non-institutionalized population [29], collected using in-home computer-assisted
personal interview. The datasets were appended and analyses carried out in Stata 10.1. After
limiting the sample to adults ages 18 and older, and excluding cases missing information on
immigration, age, sex, education, employment or marital status, the final analytic sample
size was 160,265.
Dependent Measures
Activity limitations—Respondents ages 50 and older in the MxFLS were asked how
much difficulty they have doing each of the following activities: (a) carry a bucket, (b) walk
5 km., (c) climb stairs, (d) kneel down, (e) dress with no help, (f) use the toilet with no help,
and (g) stand up from the floor (see Appendix A for the NHIS question wording). For each
question, responses were coded 0 if the respondent reported no difficulty with the activity, 1
if the respondent reported having any difficulty, and 2 if the respondent reported no being
able to do the activity at all (in the NHIS, those who reported that they do not do the activity
were coded as missing). Summing the responses to the seven questions resulted in a scale
ranging from 0 (no difficulty at all) to 14 (cannot do any of the activities). Because of the
highly skewed distribution of the responses (nearly 70% of the combined sample reported no
limitation), the measure was dichotomized, coded as 0 for no difficulty at all, and 1 if any
difficulty was reported with any of the activities. A limitation of this measure is that in the
MxFLS only those ages 50+ were asked these questions, so some of the cell sizes were
small. For this reason, estimates for activity limitation should be interpreted with caution.
Self-rated health—Self-rated health is a self-assessment of the respondent’s overall
physical health. In both surveys, the five-point self-rated health scale is dichotomized, a
common approach when the response distribution is highly skewed [30–32]. The self-rated
health variable is coded 1 for those reporting the worst health (“poor” or “fair” in the NHIS;
“very bad” or “bad” in the MxFLS) and 0 for those reporting the best health (“excellent,”
“very good” or “good” in the NHIS; “very good,” “good,” or “regular” in the MxFLS).
Chronic conditions—The surveys asked whether the respondent has ever been told that
he or she has diabetes, heart disease, hypertension, or cancer. The conditions were
aggregated into a variable coded 1 if the respondent has any of the conditions and 0 if none.
Because respondents can only report conditions that they have been told they have, there
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may be some group differences in reporting due to differences in health care utilization and
the likelihood of being diagnosed. This is a limitation of the data.
Independent Measures
The combined surveys allow comparison of several groups. From the MxFLS, non-migrant
Mexicans (those who reported never moving outside the country) and return migrants were
examined. Return migrants were identified in the permanent migration section of the
questionnaire, as those who responded that they had at least one change of residence (lasting
one year or more) to the United States. From the NHIS, the following groups are included:
(a) U.S. Mexican immigrants who have lived in the U.S. less than 5 years, (b) U.S. Mexican
immigrants who have lived in the U.S. 5 years or more, (c) U.S.-born Mexicans, and (d)
U.S.-born Whites. Socio-demographic controls include: age (range 18–85, top coded at 85),
sex (male=reference group), marital status (married/cohabiting=reference), education (never
attended or kindergarten=reference), and employment last week (working for pay=1).
Analysis
Tables 1 and 2 present the socio-demographic characteristics of the Mexico and United
States samples, respectively. Both unweighted and weighted estimates, representative of the
respective population, are presented for each country. In Table 3 the age-standardized rates
of each health condition are presented. These were calculated using the weighted MxFLS
and NHIS to obtain the crude rates of each health condition for each group. Then, using the
2000 Mexican Census to obtain data on the age distribution of the Mexican population ages
18 and over, direct standardization methods [33] were used to adjust the crude rates using
the year 2000 Mexican population (ages 18 and over) as the standard population. Finally,
Table 4 presents logistic regression odds ratios of activity limitation, self-rated health, and
chronic conditions using the unweighted data, since current statistical methods preclude the
calculation of a single function to weight the data. In the regressions, non-migrant Mexicans
are the reference group, and Chi-square tests examined differences between other selected
migrant groups; these results are noted in-text, but omitted from tables in the interest of
space.
A methodological issue with combining these surveys was how to weight the data to be
nationally-representative of their respective populations. Since the sampling frames differ
between the surveys, and both have complex sampling designs with stratification, clustering,
and sampling weights, it was not possible to create a single likelihood function to adjust for
both designs and populations sampled [c.f., 34]. This was addressed by carrying out analyses
within each survey separately, both unadjusted and adjusted for sample design, and then
comparing the results. Moreover, the unweighted data from the Mexican Family Life Survey
were compared to Mexican Census data to gauge whether using unweighted data produces
biased estimates (see Appendix B). This method of combining surveys is a step toward
developing more refined methods of analyzing data from combined complex surveys. The
results of this study should be interpreted with this issue in mind and future research should
flesh this out with greater efficacy than could be done in this study.
Results
Sample and Population Characteristics
Tables 1 and 2 present the socio-demographic characteristics of the Mexico and United
States samples, respectively. In the Mexican data, it is important to note that the difference
between the unweighted and weighted estimates was small, lending confidence to analyses
in which estimates are unweighted. On average, the Mexican population was around 40
years old, more likely to be female, married or cohabiting, with education up to the 8th
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grade level, and employed. Compared to non-migrant Mexicans, return migrants were
significantly more likely to be male, married, employed, and have lower education. Overall,
the U.S. population (Table 2) was slightly older, more educated, and had higher
employment, but there are significant differences by ethnicity and immigrant status.
Importantly, Mexican immigrants were much more likely than U.S.-born Mexicans to have
completed the NHIS in Spanish or both English and Spanish.
Population Health: The United States and Mexico Compared
To account for the fact that the U.S. population was older than the Mexican population, age-
standardized rates of the diagnosed health conditions are presented in Table 3. These rates
reveal some important differences in health conditions by nativity and ethnicity. Mexican
immigrants have lower rates of chronic conditions than U.S. Whites, supporting the
“Hispanic Paradox.” However, compared to non-migrant Mexicans, Mexicans in the U.S.
were disadvantaged, and U.S.-born Mexicans had higher rates of chronic conditions than
Mexican immigrants. In terms of self-rated health, U.S.-born Mexicans had higher age-
adjusted rates of poor health compared to non-migrant Mexicans, U.S. Mexican immigrants,
and U.S.-born Whites.
Are Mexican Immigrants in the U.S. Selected on Health?
Table 4 presents logistic regression results to test the selection hypotheses. In terms of
activity limitation, Mexicans in the U.S. (both U.S.-born and immigrants) and U.S.-born
Whites had lower odds of having an activity limitation compared to non-migrant Mexicans.
Return migrants also had slightly lower odds compared to non-migrants, although the 5%
difference in odds did not reach statistical significance (OR=0.951, ns), possibly because of
the small number of return migrants over the age of 49 (n=46). However, return migrants
had significantly higher odds of limitation compared to Mexican immigrants in the United
States, both recent (χ2=18.75, p < 0.001) and established (χ2=13.96, p < 0.001). Moreover,
the difference between recent and established Mexican immigrants was significant (χ2=7.63,
p < 0.01), hinting at a possible acculturation effect whereby the odds of limitation increase
with time in the U.S. The fact that Latinos had lower odds of limitation than Whites
contradicts previous research [10]. This discrepancy may reflect actual difference in activity
limitation, or differences in study designs— the younger ages included here (age 50 and
older, versus 65 and older), or different operationalization of activity limitation. Because
these analyses are restricted to ages 50 and over, some of the cell sizes were small, so
estimates for activity limitation should be interpreted with caution.
Among adults ages 18 and over, self-rated health patterns revealed that non-migrant
Mexicans had lower odds of reporting fair or poor health compared to almost all other
groups, with the exception of Mexican return migrants whose odds of poor health were not
significantly lower than non-migrant Mexicans (OR= 0.748, ns). Specifically, recent U.S.
immigrants had 2.5 times greater odds, more established immigrants almost 4 times greater
odds, and U.S.-born Mexicans 6 times the odds of reporting poor health. White Americans
also had much higher odds of poor health (OR=4.366, p < 0.001). Moreover, return migrants
were less likely than Mexican immigrants in the U.S. to report poor health. For example,
contrary to both selection hypotheses, the differences between both return migrants and
established immigrants (χ2=31.28, p < 0.001) and return migrants versus recent immigrants
(χ2=17.68, p < 0.001) were statistically significant.
Broadly, the results for overall chronic conditions mirrored those for self-rated health, but
the magnitude of the differences was smaller. Neither recent immigrants nor return migrants
differed significantly from non-migrant Mexicans in the odds of having at least one of the
four conditions examined. However, established Mexican immigrants, and U.S.-born
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Mexicans and Whites had significantly higher odds of chronic conditions than non-migrant
Mexicans. These findings were similar to those for self-rated health, which increases the
credibility of the self-rated health reports, since many individuals take specific health
conditions such as chronic conditions into account in their health self-ratings [35].
Discussion
Using combined data from the United States and Mexico, this study examined migrant
health selectivity, testing the “healthy migrant” and “salmon-bias” hypotheses as
explanations for the health outcomes of U.S. Mexicans. The results revealed several
important health differences between Mexicans in the United States and those in Mexico,
providing mixed support for these selection hypotheses, depending on the health measure in
question, and suggesting a deleterious health effect of time in the United States. In line with
previous research, U.S.-born Mexicans fared worse than first generation Mexican
immigrants in all health conditions, and worse than non-migrant Mexicans in Mexico in
terms of self-rated health and chronic health conditions. Moreover, recent immigrants had
lower odds of poor health than more established immigrants. Although these cross-sectional
data cannot formally examine longitudinal changes that occur with time in the U.S., this
finding corroborates previous research suggesting that acculturation has deleterious effects
on immigrant health [7, 13, 36]. Mexicans’ negative health outcomes highlight the
importance on focusing not just on their “paradoxical” positive health outcomes because
those may obscure major public health problems, such as obesity and diabetes, in this
population.
Overall, this study’s findings provided support for both a healthy migrant effect and salmon-
bias for activity limitation, but these selection effects did not appear relevant in self-rated
health or chronic conditions. Mexican immigrants in the United States had lower odds of
activity limitation than non-migrants. This suggests that Mexicans without physical
impairments are more likely to migrate, supporting the healthy migrant hypothesis. The
salmon-bias hypothesis was supported by the finding that return migrants have higher odds
of activity limitation than Mexicans in the United States. A plausible explanation is that
having an activity limitation hinders migration to the United States among those in Mexico,
but encourages Mexicans in the U.S. to re-emigrate back to Mexico. As a heuristic, a
scenario where this may be in play, for example, is when a Mexican immigrant who came to
the United States with no functional impairment, subsequently develops an activity
limitation and is no longer able to work (perhaps only temporarily), and consequently
returns to Mexico. Future research might examine how long return migrants have been in
Mexico and the duration of their physical limitation to shed light on this issue.
Furthermore, immigrants have poorer self-rated health than those in Mexico, which is
consistent with previous research that found poor self-rated health was related to higher odds
of migration in rural male and females, suggesting the opposite of a healthy migrant effect
[11]. However, due to the subjective nature of self-rated health, it is unclear to what extent
this difference in self-rated health is related to cultural or linguistic differences in response
to the self-rated health question. A recent study examining two U.S. surveys found that those
who interview in Spanish language are more likely to rate their health as fair or poor, net of
demographic and some health differences [37], and that the “fair” category (“regular” in
Spanish versions of the surveys) likely accounts for much of the difference; however, the
same study did not find these language effects when examining the 2002 NHIS. In this
study, over 80% of recent Mexican immigrants completed the interview in Spanish (or both
English and Spanish), and the self-rated health question wording in the NHIS and the
MxFLS is very similar. The high percentage of recent immigrants who were surveyed in
Spanish supports the validity of the conclusion that Mexican immigrants’ poorer self-rated
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health (compared to non-migrants) is a real difference in subjective health rather than a
reporting difference. Moreover, consistent with other recent research, return migrants in this
study did not differ in self-rated health from non-migrants [38]. Thus, this study indicates
that physical/functional ability plays a role in predicting who returns to Mexico, whereas
self-rated health and chronic conditions (as a whole) do not.
This study attempted to address the challenges of combining surveys noted by others [16],
but is not without limitations. First, the validity of cross-cultural comparisons, especially of
subjective measures, is uncertain. It is possible that immigrants’ greater odds of poor self-
rated health are due to cultural differences in reporting, rather than differences in health. For
this reason, the results for self-rated health should be interpreted with this limitation in mind.
However, the surveys used here were chosen based on comparability to reduce some of the
potential bias arising from analyzing different cultures and populations. An advantage of
using a Mexican survey is that the question wording is appropriate to the Mexican context,
yet still comparable to the U.S. survey. Moreover, there were methodological challenges
with combining datasets. This study takes a preliminary step toward developing appropriate
methods for examining selection using the exploratory method of combining origin and
destination samples, and addresses this issue by comparing the samples and populations in
each survey.
The second issue with combining these surveys had to do with how to weight the data to be
nationally-representative of the respective populations. This was addressed by carrying out
analyses within each survey separately, and by comparing the analyses that were unadjusted
to those adjusted for sample design. Since the sampling frames differ between the surveys
and both surveys were based on complex sampling designs, with stratification, clustering,
and sampling weights, it was not possible to create a single likelihood function to adjust for
both designs and populations sampled [c.f., 34]. Instead, analyses used unweighted data. Yet
comparisons of the unadjusted Mexican survey data to Mexican Census data (see Appendix
B for Census data) suggest the differences are small and would not produce biased
estimates. Nevertheless, the results of this study should be interpreted with this issue in mind
and this method is a step toward developing more refined methods of analyzing data from
combined complex surveys.
Future research may build upon the knowledge gained from this study in several ways. The
next step is to examine chronic conditions separately to understand whether there are
selection effects for specific conditions that are masked when examining the conditions in
aggregate. Although national-level surveys are useful in their generalizability, research
should take regional differences (such as characteristics of the sending and receiving
communities) into account, which this study was unable to do due to data constraints. In
addition, there are documented gender differences in the impetus for and experience of
migration [39–41], as well as in health outcomes among immigrants [10] and the broader
U.S. population [42, 43], that substantiate the need to examine potential sex differences in
selection.
More research is needed to understand whether U.S. immigrants are selected on health, and,
if so, which immigrant groups and on what health dimensions. Yet the lack of evidence for
selection effects in this study points to other mechanisms at play in the Hispanic Paradox. It
is likely that a complex confluence of factors lead to lower mortality in Latino immigrants,
including some health-protective behaviors, such as lower rates of smoking [44]. Moreover,
the rapid deterioration of immigrants’ health with time in the United States and across
immigrant generations suggests that aspects of Latino immigrants’ lives in the United States
are deleterious to health. Some of the factors contributing to immigrants’ health include
discrimination and acculturative stress [45, 46], language and structural barriers [47], and
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adoption of health-risky behaviors—for example, worsening diet [48]—many of which are
linked to the built environment [49].
Conclusions
This study aimed to contribute to existing knowledge about migrant health by examining
health selectivity among Mexican immigrants. It provided insight into the benefits and
challenges of combining origin and destination data to examine selective migration as an
explanation for health disparities between migrant and non-migrant populations. This
undertaking is valuable for several reasons. First, it is among the few to test migrant health
selectivity by combining U.S. and Mexican data [16, 21]. Second, this is the first study to
the authors’ knowledge to calculate age-standardized rates of multiple health outcomes in
the United States and Mexico by ethnicity and migration status. Third, the study assessed the
potential for combining the U.S. National Health Interview Survey and Mexican Family Life
Survey for use in comparative analyses. Finally, the study highlighted how selection
processes operate differently for various health conditions, finding that migrants are
selective in some health aspects, but not others.
Like their non-Latino compatriots, the health profile of U.S. Latinos is complex. The
epidemiologic “Hispanic Paradox” provides hope that Latinos may not suffer the same
burden of disease as other groups of low socioeconomic standing, yet evidence points to
troubling increases in morbidity over the past decades, and for immigrants, with time in the
U.S. and across generations. This study has provided evidence that there is no simple
explanation for Latinos’ perplexing health outcomes, such as simply that healthier people
migrate. Rather, migrants are positively selected in some health aspects, negatively selected
in others, and in yet other health outcomes, there is no selection effect. In sum, selective
migration plays a role in explaining some of U.S. Latinos’ health outcomes, but is not the
only explanation and does not account for the Paradox. To more effectively address the
health needs of this large immigrant group, more attention should be paid to migrants’
worsening health over time in the United States, and the role of selective migration in
shaping migrant health should be considered alongside other factors such as acculturation.
The results of this study are a step toward understanding how the health of Mexican
immigrants in the United States compares to those in Mexico, and suggests the importance
of assessing the role of selective migration in shaping migrant health profiles in destination
countries globally. Considering that this immigrant health paradox has also been
documented in other immigrant-receiving countries, it is important that researchers ask to
what extent selective migration explains migrant health in various destination countries
among varied immigrant groups. By examining migrant health in bi-national perspective,
this study has taken a step in this direction.
APPENDIX A
Comparison of Measures: U.S. National Health Interview Survey and Mexican Family Life
Survey
NHIS MxFLS- Spanish
(original)
MxFLS- English
translation
Self-rated health Would you say your health in
general is excellent, very good,
good, fair, or poor?
1 Excellent
2 Very good
Actualmente, ¿podría decir
que su salud es (…)?
1 Muy buena
2 Buena
Currently, could you say
that your health is (…)?
1 Very good
2 Good
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NHIS MxFLS- Spanish
(original)
MxFLS- English
translation
3 Good
4 Fair
5 Poor
3 Regular
4 Mala
5 Muy mala
3 Regular
4 Bad
5 Very bad
Activity Limitation By yourself, and without using
any special equipment, how
difficult is it for you to
… Lift or carry
something as
heavy as 10
pounds such as a
full bag of
groceries?
… Walk a quarter of
a mile - about 3
city blocks?
… Stoop, bend, or
kneel?
… Walk up 10 steps
without resting?
… Stand or be on
your feet for
about 2 hours ?
Do you need the help of other
persons with ….dressing? …
using the toilet, including
getting to the toilet?
1 0. Not at all
difficult
2 1. Only a little
difficult
3 2. Somewhat
difficult
4 3. Very difficult
5 4. Can’t do at all
6 6. Do not do this
activity
Si usted tuviera que (…)
A. Llevar una
cubeta pesada
(por ejemplo
llena de agua) a
20 metros,
¿podría hacerlo ?
B. Caminar 5
kilómetros,
¿podría hacerlo ?
C. Inclinarse,
sentarse en
cuclillas o
arrodillarse,
¿podría hacerlo ?
D. Subir escaleras
sin ayuda,
¿podría hacerlo ?
E. Vestirse sin
ayuda, ¿podría
hacerlo ?
F. Pararse de una
silla sin ayuda,
¿podría hacerlo ?
G. Ir al baño sin
ayuda, ¿podría
hacerlo ?
H. Levantarse del
suelo y ponerse
de pie sin ayuda,
¿podría hacerlo?
1 1. Fácilmente
2 3. Difícilmente
3 5. No lo podría
hacer
If you had to (…)
A. Carry out a
heavy bucket
(full of water,
for example)
for 20 meters,
could you do
it ?
B. Walk 5
kilometers,
could you do it
[…]?
C. Bend, sit on
your knees, or
squat, could
you do it?
D. Climb up stairs
without help,
could you do
it?
E. Dress up
without help,
could you do
it?
F. Go to the
bathroom
without help,
could you do
it ?
G. Raise from the
floor and get on
your feet
without help,
could you do
it ?
1 1. Easily
2 3. Difficultly
3 5. Can’t do it
Heart Disease Combined the following
questions:
Ever had heart problems
Ever been told you had a
myocardial infarction
Ever been told you had angina
Ever been told you had
coronary heart disease?
1. Yes
2. No
¿Alguna vez ha sido usted
diagnosticado(a) con
Enfermedad del corazón?
1. Si
3. No
Have you ever been
diagnosed with heart
disease?
1. Yes
3. No
Diabetes Have you EVER been told by
a doctor or health professional
that you have diabetes or sugar
diabetes? [If Female, add:
Other than during pregnancy].
1. Yes
2. No
¿Alguna vez ha sido usted
diagnosticado(a) con
Diabetes?
1. Si
3. No
Have you ever been
diagnosed with diabetes?
1. Yes
3. No
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NHIS MxFLS- Spanish
(original)
MxFLS- English
translation
Hypertension Have you EVER been told by
a doctor or other health
professional that you had
Hypertension, also called high
blood pressure?
1. Yes
2. No
¿Alguna vez ha sido usted
diagnosticado(a) con
Hipertensión?
1. Si
3. No
Have you ever been
diagnosed with
hypertension?
1. Yes
3. No
Cancer Have you EVER been told by
a doctor or other health
professional that you had
cancer or a malignancy of any
kind?
1. Yes
2. No
¿Alguna vez ha sido usted
diagnosticado(a) con
Cáncer?
1. Si
3. No
Have you ever been
diagnosed with cancer?
1. Yes
3. No
Notes: Questions verbatim from the NHIS Codebook and MxFLS questionnaires (Spanish and English).
APPENDIX B
Selected Characteristics of Mexican Adults Ages 18+, Mexico Census 2000
Percent of Population
Age
  18–29 37%
  30–49 40%
  50–69 17%
  70+ 5%
Female 51%
Marital Statusa
  Married/Cohabiting 60%
  Never married 31%
  Divorced/Separated/Widowed 9%
Education
  Elementary 50%
  Secondary (junior high) 22%
  High school or higher 28%
  No response 1%
Source: Mexico Census 2000 (Censo General de Población y Vivienda 2000).
Notes: Percentages may not sum due to rounding.
aCalculated for population ages 15+.
References
1. Chiswick BR, Lee YL, Miller PW. Immigrant selection systems and immigrant health.
Contemporary Economic Policy. 2008; 26(4):555–578.
2. Stirbu I, et al. Cancer mortality rates among first and second generation migrants in the Netherlands:
Convergence toward the rates of the native Dutch population. Int. J. Cancer. 2006; 119(11):2665–
2672. [PubMed: 16929492]
Bostean Page 10
J Immigr Minor Health. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
3. Razum O, et al. Low overall mortality of Turkish residents in Germany persists and extends into a
second generation: Merely a healthy migrant effect? Trop. Med. Int. Health. 1998; 3(4):297–303.
[PubMed: 9623931]
4. Grieco EM. Race and Hispanic origin of the foreign-born population in the united states: 2007.
American Community Survey Reports. 2010
5. Ramirez RR, de la Cruz GP. The Hispanic population in the united states: March 2002. Current
Population Reports. 2003
6. Markides, KS.; Coreil, J. The health of Hispanics in the southwestern United States: An
epidemiologic paradox. Vol. 101. Public Health Rep; 1986. p. 253
7. Abraído-Lanza AF, Chao MT, Flórez KR. Do healthy behaviors decline with greater acculturation?:
Implications for the Latino mortality paradox. Soc. Sci. Med. 2005; 61(6):1243–1255. [PubMed:
15970234]
8. Arcia E, et al. Models of acculturation and health behaviors among Latino immigrants to the U.S.
Soc. Sci. Med. 2001; 53(1):41–53. [PubMed: 11386307]
9. Evenson KR, Sarmiento OL, Ayala GX. Acculturation and physical activity among North Carolina
Latina immigrants. Soc. Sci. Med. 2004; 59(12):2509–2522. [PubMed: 15474205]
10. Markides, K., et al. Census disability rates among older people by race/ethnicity and type of
Hispanic origin. In: Angel, JL.; Whitfield, KE., editors. The health of aging Hispanics. New York,
NY: Springer New York; 2007. p. 26-39.
11. Rubalcava LN, et al. The healthy migrant effect: New findings from the Mexican Family Life
Survey. Am. J. Public Health. 2008; 98(1):78–84. [PubMed: 18048791]
12. Feliciano C. Educational selectivity in US immigration: How do immigrants compare to those left
behind? Demography. 2005; 42(1):131–152. [PubMed: 15782899]
13. Jasso, G., et al. Immigrant health: Selectivity and acculturation. In: Anderson, NB.; Bulatao, RA.;
Cohen, B., editors. Critical perspectives on racial and ethnic differences in health in late life.
Washington, D.C: The National Academies Press; 2004. p. 227-266.
14. Palloni A, Arias E. Paradox lost: Explaining the Hispanic adult mortality advantage. Demography.
2004; 41(3):385–415. [PubMed: 15461007]
15. Massey DS. Understanding Mexican migration to the United States. American Journal of
Sociology. 1987; 92(6):1372.
16. Angel RJ, Angel JL, Hill TD. A comparison of the health of older Hispanics in the United States
and Mexico: Methodological challenges. J. Aging Health. 2008; 20(1):3–31. [PubMed: 18252935]
17. Crimmins EM, et al. Using anthropometric indicators for Mexicans in the United States and
Mexico to understand the selection of migrants and the ‘Hispanic paradox’. Social Biology. 2005;
52(3/4)
18. Buttenheim, A., et al. UC Los Angeles: California Center for Population Research. Los Angeles:
2008. Do Mexican immigrants “import” social gradients in health behaviors to the US?.
19. Franzini L, Fernandez-Esquer ME, Socioeconomic cultural. and personal influences on health
outcomes in low income Mexican-origin individuals in Texas. Soc. Sci. Med. 2004; 59(8):1629–
1646. [PubMed: 15279921]
20. Hummer RA, et al. Paradox found (again): Infant mortality among the Mexican-origin population
in the United States. Demography. 2007; 44(3):441–457. [PubMed: 17913005]
21. Crimmins EM, et al. Using anthropometric indicators for Mexicans in the United States and
Mexico to understand the selection of migrants and the “Hispanic paradox”. Soc. Biol. 2005;
52(3/4)
22. Durand J, Massey DS, Zenteno RM. Mexican immigration to the United States: Continuities and
changes. Latin American Research Review. 2001; 36(1):107–127. [PubMed: 17595734]
23. Gregg EW, et al. Relationship of walking to mortality among US adults with diabetes. Arch.
Intern. Med. 2003; 163(12):1440–1447. [PubMed: 12824093]
24. Hirvensalo M, Rantanen T, Heikkinen E. Mobility difficulties and physical activity as predictors of
mortality and loss of independence in the community-living older population. J. Am. Geriatr. Soc.
2000; 48(5):493–498. [PubMed: 10811541]
Bostean Page 11
J Immigr Minor Health. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
25. Benjamins MR, et al. Self-reported health and adult mortality risk: An analysis of cause-specific
mortality. Soc. Sci. Med. 2004; 59(6):1297–1306. [PubMed: 15210100]
26. Idler EL, Benyamini Y. Self-rated health and mortality: A review of twenty-seven community
studies. J. Health Soc. Behav. 1997; 38(1):21–37. [PubMed: 9097506]
27. Fillenbaum GG, et al. Comorbidity of five chronic health conditions in elderly
communityresidents: Determinants and impact on mortality. The Journals of Gerontology Series
A: Biological Sciences and Medical Sciences. 2000; 55(2):M84–M89.
28. Rubalcava LN, Teruel GM. User’s guide for the Mexican Family Life Survey first wave. 2006
29. National Center for Health Statistics, NHIS survey description. Hyattsville, Maryland: U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services;
30. Zhang W, Ta VM. Social connections, immigration-related factors, and self-rated physical and
mental health among Asian Americans. Soc. Sci. Med. 2009; 68(12):2104–2112. [PubMed:
19427087]
31. Montez JK, Angel JL, Angel RJ, Employment marriage. and inequality in health insurance for
Mexican-origin women. J. Health Soc. Behav. 2009; 50(2):132–148. [PubMed: 19537456]
32. Wolff LS, et al. Compared to whom? Subjective social status, self-rated health, and referent group
sensitivity in a diverse US sample; Social Science & Medicine. 2010; 70(12):2019–2028.
33. Hinde, A. Demographic methods. New York, NY: Oxford University Press; 1998.
34. Hosmer, DW.; Lemeshow, S. Wiley series in probability and statistics. 2 ed.. Hoboken, NJ: John
Wiley & Sons, Inc; 2000. Applied logistic regression.
35. Krause NM, Jay GM. What do global self-rated health items measure? Med. Care. 1994; 32(9):
930–942. [PubMed: 8090045]
36. Fuentes-Afflick E, Hessol NA. Acculturation and body mass among Latina women. Journal of
Women’s Health. 2008; 17(1):67–73.
37. Viruell-Fuentes EA, et al. Language of interview, self-rated health, and the other Latino health
puzzle. Am. J. Public Health. 2011; 101(7):1306–1313. [PubMed: 21164101]
38. Ullmann SH, Goldman N, Massey DS. Healthier before they migrate, less healthy when they
return? The health of returned migrants in Mexico. Social Science &amp; Medicine. 2011; 73(3):
421–428. [PubMed: 21729820]
39. Donato KM, Wagner B, Patterson E. The cat and mouse game at the Mexico-U.S. Border:
Gendered patterns and recent shifts. International Migration Review. 2008; 42(2):330–359.
40. Hondagneu-Sotelo P. Overcoming patriarchal constraints: The reconstruction of gender relations
among Mexican immigrant women and men. Gender and Society. 1992; 6(3):393–415.
41. Ortiz V. Migration and marriage among Puerto Rican women. International Migration Review.
1996; 30(2):460–484.
42. Verbrugge LM, Wingard DL. Sex differentials in health and mortality. Women Health. 1987; 2(2):
103–145. [PubMed: 3424846]
43. Gorman BK, Read JG. Gender disparities in adult health: An examination of three measures of
morbidity. J. Health Soc. Behav. 2006; 47(2):95–110. [PubMed: 16821505]
44. Blue L, Fenelon A. Explaining low mortality among US immigrants relative to native-born
Americans: The role of smoking. Int. J. Epidemiol. 2011; 40(3):786–793. [PubMed: 21324939]
45. Viruell-Fuentes EA. Beyond acculturation: Immigration, discrimination, and health research
among Mexicans in the United States. Soc. Sci. Med. 2007; 65(7):1524–1535. [PubMed:
17602812]
46. Finch BK, et al. The role of discrimination and acculturative stress in the physical health of
Mexican-origin adults. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences. 2001; 23(4):399–429.
47. Garcés I, Scarinci I, Harrison L. An examination of sociocultural factors associated with health and
health care seeking among Latina immigrants. Journal of Immigrant and Minority Health. 2006;
8(4):377–385. [PubMed: 16636902]
48. Gordon-Larsen P, et al. Acculturation and overweight-related behaviors among Hispanic
immigrants to the U.S.: The National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health. Soc. Sci. Med.
2003; 57(11):2023–2034. [PubMed: 14512234]
Bostean Page 12
J Immigr Minor Health. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
49. Sallis JF, et al. Role of built environments in physical activity, obesity, and cardiovascular disease.
Circulation. 2012; 125(5):729–737. [PubMed: 22311885]
Bostean Page 13
J Immigr Minor Health. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
Bostean Page 14
Ta
bl
e 
1
So
ci
o-
de
m
og
ra
ph
ic
 C
ha
ra
ct
er
ist
ic
s o
f S
am
pl
e 
A
du
lts
 A
ge
s 1
8+
, M
ex
ic
o
U
nw
ei
gh
te
d 
Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
W
ei
gh
te
d 
Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
W
ho
le
Sa
m
pl
e
N
on
-
m
ig
ra
nt
M
ex
ic
an
R
et
ur
n
M
ig
ra
nt
M
ex
ic
an
p 
v
a
lu
e
W
ho
le
Sa
m
pl
e
N
on
-
m
ig
ra
nt
M
ex
ic
an
R
et
ur
n
M
ig
ra
nt
M
ex
ic
an
p 
v
a
lu
e
A
ge
a
40
.2
 (3
9.9
–4
0.3
9)
40
.2
 (3
9.9
–4
0.4
)
39
.5
 (3
7.9
–4
1.1
)
39
.6
 (3
9.3
–3
9.9
)
39
.6
 (3
9.3
–3
9.9
)
39
.6
 (3
7.6
–4
1.5
)
Fe
m
al
e
55
.9
56
.5
27
.6
*
*
*
56
.7
57
.2
27
.1
*
*
*
M
ar
ita
l S
ta
tu
s
*
*
 
 
M
ar
rie
d/
Co
ha
b
67
.6
67
.5
73
.9
67
.0
66
.9
74
.8
 
 
N
ev
er
 m
ar
rie
d
22
.1
22
.2
16
.4
22
.7
22
.9
15
.5
 
 
D
iv
./S
ep
./W
id
ow
ed
b
10
.4
10
.4
9.
7
10
.3
10
.3
9.
7
Ed
uc
at
io
n
*
 
 
N
ev
er
 a
tte
nd
ed
/K
in
de
rg
ar
te
n
9.
8
9.
8
7.
3
9.
5
9.
5
7.
3
 
 
El
em
en
ta
ry
/ju
nio
r h
igh
 sc
ho
ol
68
.0
67
.9
73
.9
64
.7
64
.5
75
.0
 
 
H
ig
h 
sc
ho
ol
 o
r e
qu
iv
al
en
t
13
.0
13
.0
10
.9
14
.2
14
.3
8.
8
 
 
Co
lle
ge
+
9.
3
9.
3
7.
9
11
.7
11
.7
9.
0
Em
pl
oy
m
en
t S
ta
tu
s (
las
t w
ee
k)
*
*
*
*
*
*
 
 
W
or
ki
ng
 fo
r p
ay
52
.5
52
.2
65
.5
54
.1
53
.8
67
.4
n
17
52
3
17
19
3
33
0
So
ur
ce
: M
ex
ic
an
 F
am
ily
 L
ife
 S
ur
ve
y 
20
02
–2
00
3.
No
te
s:
 
*
*
*
p 
<
 0
.0
01
, *
*p
 
<
 0
.0
1,
 *
p 
<
 0
.0
5 
(tw
o-t
ail
ed
 te
st)
, p
 
v
al
ue
 o
bt
ai
ne
d 
fro
m
 d
es
ig
n-
ba
se
d 
F 
st
at
ist
ic
 fr
om
 P
ea
rs
on
’s
 χ2
 
te
st
.
a
M
ea
n 
(95
% 
co
nfi
de
nc
e i
nte
rva
ls 
in 
pa
ren
the
ses
).
b D
iv
or
ce
d,
 S
ep
ar
at
ed
 o
r W
id
ow
ed
.
J Immigr Minor Health. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
Bostean Page 15
Ta
bl
e 
2
So
ci
o-
de
m
og
ra
ph
ic
 C
ha
ra
ct
er
ist
ic
s o
f S
am
pl
e 
A
du
lts
 A
ge
s 1
8+
, U
.S
.
U
nw
ei
gh
te
d 
Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
W
ho
le
Sa
m
pl
e
M
ex
ic
an
im
m
ig
ra
nt
,
<
 5
 y
rs
.
M
ex
ic
an
im
 m
ig
ra
nt
,
5+
 y
rs
.
U
.S
.-b
or
n
M
ex
ic
an
U
.S
.-b
or
n
W
hi
te
p 
v
a
lu
e
A
ge
a
44
.8
 (4
4.7
–4
4.8
)
29
.2
 (2
8.7
–2
9.5
)
39
.6
 (3
9.3
–3
9.8
)
38
.5
 (3
8.1
–3
8.7
)
47
.1
 (4
6.9
–4
7.2
)
*
*
*
Fe
m
al
e
53
.0
46
.1
49
.8
52
.9
52
.3
*
*
*
M
ar
ita
l S
ta
tu
s
*
*
*
 
 
M
ar
rie
d/
 C
oh
ab
64
.2
62
.6
75
.9
56
.1
67
.7
 
 
N
ev
er
 m
ar
rie
d
19
.2
31
.9
13
.6
28
.5
15
.6
 
 
D
iv
./S
ep
./W
id
ow
ed
b
16
.9
5.
5
10
.5
15
.3
16
.7
Ed
uc
at
io
n
*
*
*
 
 
N
ev
er
 a
tte
nd
ed
/K
in
de
rg
ar
te
n
0.
7
3.
3
3.
9
1.
2
0.
2
 
 
El
em
en
ta
ry
/ju
nio
r h
igh
 sc
ho
ol
7.
9
43
.8
42
.8
9.
5
3.
1
 
 
H
ig
h 
sc
ho
ol
 o
r e
qu
iv
al
en
t
42
.0
43
.5
39
.5
52
.8
40
.9
 
 
Co
lle
ge
+
49
.4
9.
3
13
.9
36
.5
55
.8
Em
pl
oy
m
en
t S
ta
tu
s (
las
t w
ee
k)
*
*
*
 
 
W
or
ki
ng
 fo
r p
ay
61
.6
62
.2
62
.9
62
.9
61
.7
La
ng
ua
ge
 o
f I
nt
er
vi
ew
*
*
*
 
 
En
gl
ish
 o
nl
y
87
.8
13
.8
32
.1
80
.6
97
.4
 
 
Sp
an
ish
 o
r c
om
bi
na
tio
n
9.
0
83
.6
65
.6
15
.6
0.
1
n
19
7,
15
8
2,
48
6
11
,0
80
11
,0
82
11
8,
09
4
W
ei
gh
te
d 
Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
W
ho
le
Sa
m
pl
e
M
ex
ic
an
im
m
ig
ra
nt
,
<
 5
 y
rs
.
M
ex
ic
an
im
 m
ig
ra
nt
,
5+
 y
rs
.
U
.S
.-b
or
n
M
e 
xi
 c
an
U
.S
.-b
or
n
W
hi
te
p 
v
a
lu
e
A
ge
a
45
.1
 (4
4.8
–4
5.2
)
29
.2
 (2
8.7
–2
9.6
)
39
.3
 (3
8.9
–3
9.7
)
38
.6
 (3
8.1
–3
9.0
)
46
.7
 (4
6.3
–4
6.8
)
*
*
*
Fe
m
al
e
52
.0
44
.8
47
.8
51
.9
51
.7
*
*
*
M
ar
ita
l S
ta
tu
s
*
*
*
 
 
M
ar
rie
d/
 C
oh
ab
64
.3
61
.5
76
.9
56
.8
66
.9
 
 
N
ev
er
 m
ar
rie
d
19
.4
32
.9
13
.8
27
.8
16
.7
J Immigr Minor Health. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
Bostean Page 16
W
ei
gh
te
d 
Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
W
ho
le
Sa
m
pl
e
M
ex
ic
an
im
m
ig
ra
nt
,
<
 5
 y
rs
.
M
ex
ic
an
im
 m
ig
ra
nt
,
5+
 y
rs
.
U
.S
.-b
or
n
M
e 
xi
 c
an
U
.S
.-b
or
n
W
hi
te
p 
v
a
lu
e
 
 
D
iv
./S
ep
./W
id
ow
ed
b
16
.3
5.
8
10
.2
14
.7
16
.3
Ed
uc
at
io
n
*
*
*
 
 
N
ev
er
 a
tte
nd
ed
/K
in
de
r
0.
5
3.
2
3.
9
1.
0
0.
2
 
 
El
em
en
ta
ry
/ju
nio
r h
igh
 sc
ho
ol
5.
8
42
.9
41
.1
8.
7
3.
1
 
 
H
ig
h 
sc
ho
ol
 o
r e
qu
iv
al
en
t
41
.1
44
.1
40
.2
51
.1
40
.7
 
 
Co
lle
ge
+
52
.7
9.
9
14
.9
39
.2
56
.1
Em
pl
oy
m
en
t S
ta
tu
s (
las
t w
ee
k)
*
*
*
 
 
W
or
ki
ng
 fo
r p
ay
61
.8
63
.3
64
.2
63
.9
61
.8
La
ng
ua
ge
 o
f I
nt
er
vi
ew
*
*
*
 
 
En
gl
ish
 o
nl
y
92
.2
6
15
.5
34
.5
83
.1
97
.5
 
 
Sp
an
ish
 o
r c
om
bi
na
tio
n
4.
7
82
.2
63
.4
13
.4
0.
1
So
ur
ce
: N
at
io
na
l H
ea
lth
 In
te
rv
ie
w
 S
ur
ve
y 
20
01
–2
00
3.
No
te
s:
 
*
*
*
p 
<
 0
.0
01
, *
*p
 
<
 0
.0
1,
 *
p 
<
 0
.0
5 
(tw
o-t
ail
ed
 te
st)
, p
 
v
al
ue
 o
bt
ai
ne
d 
fro
m
 d
es
ig
n-
ba
se
d 
F 
st
at
ist
ic
 fr
om
 P
ea
rs
on
’s
 χ2
 
te
st
.
M
ay
 n
ot
 su
m
 d
ue
 to
 ro
un
di
ng
 e
rro
r.
a
M
ea
n 
(95
% 
co
nfi
de
nc
e i
nte
rva
ls 
in 
pa
ren
the
ses
).
b D
iv
or
ce
d,
 S
ep
ar
at
ed
 o
r W
id
ow
ed
.
J Immigr Minor Health. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
Bostean Page 17
Ta
bl
e 
3
A
ge
-S
ta
nd
ar
di
ze
d 
Pr
ev
al
en
ce
 R
at
es
 o
f C
hr
on
ic
 C
on
di
tio
ns
 a
nd
 P
oo
r/F
ai
r S
el
f-R
at
ed
 H
ea
lth
, U
.S
. a
nd
 M
ex
ic
o
M
ex
ic
o
U
ni
te
d 
St
at
es
W
ho
le
po
pu
la
tio
n
M
ex
ic
an
im
m
ig
ra
nt
s,
<
 5
 y
ea
rs
 in
U
.S
.
M
ex
ic
an
im
m
ig
ra
nt
s,
≥ 
5 
ye
ar
s i
n
U
.S
.
U
.S
.-b
or
n
M
ex
ic
an
s
U
.S
.-b
or
n
W
hi
te
s
Ch
ro
ni
c 
Co
nd
iti
on
sa
 
 
R
at
e 
(95
% 
co
nfi
de
nc
e i
nte
rva
l)
15
.7
6 
(15
.02
–1
6.5
0)
14
.8
9 
(11
.56
–1
8.2
2)
20
.3
2 
(19
.21
–2
1.4
3)
26
.3
3 
(25
.03
–2
7.6
3)
26
.0
3 
(25
.59
–2
6.4
7)
Po
or
/F
ai
r S
el
f-R
at
ed
 H
ea
lth
b
 
 
R
at
e 
(95
% 
co
nfi
de
nc
e i
nte
rva
l)
4.
82
 (4
.41
–5
.22
)
13
.0
4 
(10
.64
–1
5.4
4)
12
.7
4 
(11
.98
–1
3.5
1)
12
.8
7 
(12
.17
–1
3.5
7)
7.
70
 (7
.46
–7
.95
)
So
ur
ce
: A
ut
ho
r’s
 c
al
cu
la
tio
ns
 b
as
ed
 o
n 
20
02
–2
00
3 
M
ex
ic
an
 F
am
ily
 L
ife
 S
ur
ve
y,
 2
00
1–
20
03
 N
at
io
na
l H
ea
lth
 In
te
rv
ie
w
 S
ur
ve
y,
 a
nd
 M
ex
ic
an
 C
en
su
s 2
00
0.
 C
ru
de
 ra
te
s e
sti
m
at
ed
 u
sin
g 
w
ei
gh
te
d 
20
02
M
ex
ic
an
 F
am
ily
 L
ife
 S
ur
ve
y 
(fo
r M
ex
ica
n s
am
ple
) a
nd
 20
01
–2
00
3 N
ati
on
al 
He
alt
h I
nte
rvi
ew
 Su
rve
y (
for
 U
.S.
 sa
mp
le)
. A
ge
 di
str
ibu
tio
n d
ata
 w
ere
 ob
tai
ne
d f
rom
 M
ex
ica
n C
en
su
s 2
00
0 (
Ce
ns
o G
en
era
l d
e
Po
bl
ac
io
n 
y 
V
iv
ie
nd
a,
 2
00
0).
No
te
s:
 
R
at
es
 a
re
 p
er
 1
00
 a
nd
 a
ge
-a
dju
ste
d t
o t
he
 20
00
 M
ex
ica
n s
tan
da
rd 
po
pu
lat
ion
. T
he
 M
ex
ica
n p
op
ula
tio
n i
s n
ot 
dis
ag
gre
ga
ted
 be
cau
se 
the
re 
we
re 
too
 fe
w 
ret
urn
 m
igr
an
ts 
to 
sta
nd
ard
ize
 by
 ag
e.
a
D
ia
gn
os
ed
 c
hr
on
ic
 c
on
di
tio
ns
: h
av
e 
be
en
 to
ld
 y
ou
 h
av
e 
a
t l
ea
st 
on
e 
o
f t
he
 fo
llo
w
in
g:
 d
ia
be
te
s, 
hy
pe
rte
ns
io
n,
 c
an
ce
r, 
an
d 
he
ar
t d
ise
as
e.
b R
an
ki
ng
 o
f o
w
n 
he
al
th
 a
s 4
 o
r 5
 o
n 
a s
ca
le
 o
f 1
–5
, w
he
re
 1
 is
 b
es
t h
ea
lth
 an
d 
5 
is 
w
or
st 
he
al
th
.
J Immigr Minor Health. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
N
IH
-PA Author M
anuscript
Bostean Page 18
Table 4
Selected Health Conditions: Logistic Regression Odds Ratios
Activity
Limitationa
Poor
Self-rated
Healthb
Chronic
Conditionsc
Sample
  Non-migrant Mexican- MxFLS ref. ref. ref.
  Return migrant- MxFLS 0.951 (0.232) 0.748 (0.217) 0.825 (0.149)
  U.S. Mexican imm, <5 yrs.- NHIS 0.110*** (0.048) 2.635*** (0.228) 1.072 (0.125)
  U.S. Mexican imm, 5+ yrs.- NHIS 0.372*** (0.028) 3.795*** (0.175) 1.450*** (0.068)
  U.S.-born Mexican- NHIS 0.598*** (0.045) 6.149*** (0.306) 2.371*** (0.119)
  U.S.-born White- NHIS 0.687*** (0.037) 4.366*** (0.192) 2.439*** (0.093)
Socio-demographic Controls
Age 1.026*** (0.001) 1.023*** (0.001) 1.056*** (0.001)
Sex
  Male ref. ref. ref.
  Female 1.440*** (0.035) 0.857*** (0.015) 1.036* (0.018)
Marital Status
  Married/Cohab ref. ref. ref.
  Divorced/Separated/Widowed 1.183*** (0.030) 1.329*** (0.028) 1.016 (0.021)
  Never Married 1.193*** (0.059) 0.933* (0.028) 0.817*** (0.021)
Education
  Never Attended/Kindergarten ref. ref. ref.
  Elementary/junior high school 0.702*** (0.048) 0.678*** (0.038) 1.726*** (0.102)
  High School 0.489*** (0.039) 0.343*** (0.020) 1.526*** (0.099)
  College+ 0.390*** (0.031) 0.179*** (0.011) 1.356*** (0.088)
Employment Status Last Week
  Not working for pay ref. ref. ref.
  Worked for pay 0.418*** (0.011) 0.318*** (0.006) 0.673*** (0.012)
n 33,977 160,085 84,109
Source: Combined NHIS 2001–2003 and MxFLS 2002.
Notes:
***
p < 0.001
**
p < 0.01
*
p < 0.05 (two-tailed test).
Standard errors in parentheses.
aActivity limitation analysis restricted to those age 50+ (see text for detail).
b
Poor/Fair self-rated health (coded 1 if respondent rated health as 4 or 5 on scale of 1–5).
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cChronic conditions is coded 1 if the respondent has been told by health professional that he/she has at least one of the following: diabetes, heart
disease, hypertension, cancer.
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